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quent events, in place of the one they made for themselves." In his opinion 
the lessees could have reduced the whole production of the mines to the small- 
est size on which the full royalty was paid, and still not be liable for an in- 
creased royalty on the incidental product. 

Note to Joint Payees — Transfer of Interest — Liability. — Bond v. Hollo- 
way, 47 N. E. Rep. 838 (Ind.). Defendant, one of two joint payees of a nego- 
tiable note, by a writing on the back thereof, assigned over his interest to his 
co-payee, who in turn sold the note to plaintiff's decedent. Held, that the 
assignment was a mere transfer of assignor's interest, and not an imrestricted 
and unqualified indorsement. The case appears to be a novel one, and no de- 
cisions directly in point are cited. The common law rule that where two persons, 
not partners, were payees of a promissory note, an indorsement by both was 
necessary to pass title (2 Pars. Bills and N. 4) has been modified in many juris- 
dictions to the effect that a part of a written contract may be assigned. 
Groverv. Ruby, 24 Ind. 418; 2 Story Eq. Jur., §1044. But such assignment 
has nowhere been held to be an unqualified indorsement. On the contrary, it 
has been held in such a case that the co-payee, or his assignee, cannot main- 
tain an action on the assignment as an indorsement. 1 Daniel Neg. Inst. p. 
629; Carrick v. Vickey, 2 Doug. 653, note; Foster v. Hill, 36 N. H. 526; 
Chit. Bills 57. In Michigan the negotiable character of a promissory note is 
destroyed by an indorsement by a payee transferring only his interest to 
another. Amibav. Yeomans, 39 Mich. 171. But see Vincent v. Horlickx, 
Camp. 442; Haileyv. Falconer, 32 Ala. 536; Lyman v, Clark Mass. 235; 
Rich v. Lord, 18 Pick. 325. In the present case the language of the assign- 
ment shows only an intention to transfer defendant's interest in the note, and 
is not an indorsement which charged him as indorser under the law merchant. 
This fact being patent upon the face of the writing, all subsequent purchasers 
were chargeable with notice thereof. 

Beneficial Associations — Change of Beneficiary. — Fischer v. Fischer, 42 
S. W. Rep. 448 (Tenn.). A beneficiary in a life insurance policy paid the 
assessments on the policy for several years. The insured then caused the policy 
to read in favor of another beneficiary in his place. Held, such action was 
permissible when not in violation of the by-laws of the company. The rights 
of the holder and beneficiary are to be found in the laws of the company or 
order, and no interest does or can rest in a beneficiary so as to defeat this 
right. 

DIVORCE. 

Decree — Prohibition of Use of Husband' s Name — Injunction. — Blanc v. 
Blanc, 47 N. Y. Sup. 694. A decree granting a divorce between husband and 
wife, which also provided that the defendant should be prohibited from using 
her husband's name, or any part of it, cannot be attacked collaterally in a suit 
between the same parties on the ground of want of jurisdiction of the court to 
decree such a prohibition. Such a decree is valid, and where the wife subse- 
quently uses her husband's name for theatrical purposes, though not in private 
life, she may be fined for contempt of court, though she used the name under 
advice of counsel. Where the decree of divorce is still in effect, an injunction 
restraining the divorced wife from using her former husband's name, will be 
denied as unnecessary. 



